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Such sharing is particularly true where the development of community engagement guidelines and 
strategies are concerned. The publication in 2010 of the US DOE’s Best Practices for Public Outreach 
and Education for Carbon Storage Projects is one example where the experiences of several United 
States demonstration projects were brought to bear on developing communications guidelines, which in 
turn were used to help develop public outreach strategies for such projects as Aquistore in the province of 
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Abstract 
When addressing community engagement and outreach, North American carbon capture and storage 
(CCS) projects have parameters unique to the continent, including the history of CO2 enhanced oil 
recovery (EOR), which goes back over 40 years in some jurisdictions and, aligned with this, the use of 
landmen and one-on-one dialogue with landowners and community residents that are well versed in 
oilfield technologies. 
 
These variables alone are in marked contrast to the CCS experiences of many global projects, which do 
not have the tradition of engaging in one-on-one discussion. Even where CCS projects have conducted 
extensive public consultation and education, significant opposition has shut down some, and put in 
jeopardy others, in a manner that contradicts the North American hydrocarbon experience.  With the 
increase in North America of integrated CCS projects that go beyond CO2-EOR, a change in community 
engagement strategies has taken place under the unique auspices of the United States Department of 
Energy’s (US DOE) Regional Carbon Sequestration Partnerships Initiative (RCSP).  Part of the planning 
in each of these seven geographic regions includes significant public education, outreach, and 
communications programs, particularly in areas unfamiliar with injection and storage technologies (i.e., 
outside of traditional oil producing areas).  The bringing together of different demonstration projects’ 
participants – not just nationally within the US but including projects in Western Canada – has allowed 
for the sharing of best practices between projects and across international jurisdictions.   
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Saskatchewan, Canada [1].  Another example of such international information sharing is the World 
Resources Institute’s Guidelines for Community Engagement in Carbon Dioxide Capture, Transport, and 
Storage Projects where, over a period of a year and a half, international experts were brought together for 
round table discussions to form the basis of the guidelines and provide an international peer review [2]. 
 
More recently, the development of an emergency response plan for the Illinois Basin – Decatur Project, 
led by the Midwest Geological Sequestration Consortium, one of the RCSP partnerships, drew upon this 
international collaborative structure, employing the experience of communicators from Schlumberger 
Carbon Services, the Petroleum Technology Research Centre (managers of the IEAGHG Weyburn-
Midale CO2 Monitoring and Storage Project) and the Illinois State Geological Survey to develop a map of 
potential crisis points.  This planning process brought together the lessons learned from various projects, 
risk assessments, media experiences, and best practices to help identify potential risks for the project (a 
list of events and scenarios) with the goal of creating response paths and directions for the management of 
risks and the mitigation of potential threats.  These scenarios involved not only potential external issues – 
such as leakage or pipeline failure – but also addressed management issues internal to a project such as 
loss of key personnel or loss of funding. 
 
The development of this emergency response plan is an example to other projects of the value of 
interconnecting communications experiences between projects, and of identifying common high-risk 
scenarios that require advanced response planning.   
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1. Introduction 
The public perception of carbon capture and storage (CCS) – locally in communities where projects are 
planned and underway, as well as globally where planned projects are scrutinized and examined – 
remains a major challenge for communicators. This is particularly true for those working within specific 
projects, and more widely for those within companies, research organizations and governments 
attempting to advance CCS technologies and science. With still so few operating projects, public 
communications experience and knowledge sharing has become critical to the industry and to the very 
progress and support for new projects.  For the foreseeable future, CCS projects around the world must 
develop and learn effective means to sharing experiences and building acceptance for the advancement of 
this important tool in the fight against climate change.  Such sharing requires the overcoming of national 
and international boundaries and restrictions to share information, and develop best practices, working 
together to understand and mitigate the risks and challenges ahead. 
 
Public consultation and communications successes and failures in CCS projects have been widely 
variable, in part because of the unique socio-economic and political perspectives of the communities in 
which they have occurred. Although considerable work has been undertaken to promote knowledge 
sharing from global CCS projects, each CCS project and its local context is as individual as the local 
geology. Increasingly, networks are being created to broaden the shared experience and knowledge 
building in CCS.  This is expanding, as CCS projects increase and a network of communications people 
 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
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versed on the challenges faced by public engagement is created, and it is to this development of effective 
networking and knowledge sharing that we turn. 
 
Difficulties in gaining public support for CCS in projects in Europe, as shown by the cancellation of the 
Barendrecht Project in the Netherlands and demonstration projects in Germany, have been in part a 
product of environmental, political and social issues that have less play for a North American audience; 
the economic viability of projects, in lieu of carbon legislation, is a more likely reason for project 
cancellation in North America (as witnessed with recent cancellation of the Pioneer Project in Alberta). 
While the knowledge gained from these EU project challenges has been instructive for identifying issues 
and potential flash points for communications planning on the other side of the Atlantic, the comparative 
lack of social controversy in some North American projects begs an examination of what, exactly, is 
different in the planning and activities that take place in Canada and the United States. 
 
One major identifiable factor is that community engagement and outreach in North American carbon 
capture, utilization, and storage (CCUS) projects have parameters unique to the continent, including the 
history of carbon dioxide (CO2) enhanced oil recovery (EOR) injection, which goes back over 40 years in 
some jurisdictions.  A public audience that is well educated on oilfield injection and recovery, and has 
frequently benefited economically from such activities, is less likely to consider the technologies 
employed in CCUS as new or ‘untested’.  Aligned with this oilfield experience is the use of landmen and 
one-on-one dialogue with landowners and community residents, which can be used as a strategy for CCS 
communications in communities where projects occur.  These variables alone are in marked contrast to 
the CCS experiences in Europe, which lack the tradition of engaging in one-on-one discussion with 
landowners.  
 
However, with the rise in North America of integrated CCS projects that go beyond CO2-EOR, a change 
in community engagement strategies has taken place, advanced under the unique auspices of the United 
States Department of Energy’s (US DOE) Regional Carbon Sequestration Partnerships Initiative (RCSP).  
Part of the planning in each of these seven RCSPs covering specific geographic regions includes 
significant public education, outreach, and communications programs, particularly in areas unfamiliar 
with injection and storage technologies (i.e., outside of traditional oil producing areas).  The partnerships 
also offer the opportunity for different project participants and planners – not just in the United States but 
also in Western Canada – to share the best practices that have emerged in each project and bring them to 
bear on both sides of the international border. 
 
2. Collaboration History: The Development of Integrated CCS Communications in North America 
One early and noteworthy example of communications strategies for a large-scale demonstration project 
can be traced to the Midwest Geological Sequestration Consortium (MGSC), one of the seven US DOE 
RCSPs.  In July 2009, as part of a plan to inject 1.1 million tonnes of CO2 over three years into the Mt. 
Simon Sandstone formation in Illinois, the MGSC’s Illinois Basin – Decatur Project (IBDP) formulated a 
communications strategy to effectively deal with media queries, tour requests, public outreach and 
communications, and internal project communications. The IBDP communications plan constituted 
perhaps the earliest attempt in North America to develop a pro-active clear communications strategy in 
direct relation to a specific CCS project. A detailed account of the development of that plan was 
presented at the annual CC(U)S conference in Pittsburgh in 2010 and then in a different form at GHGT-
10 in Amsterdam [3]. 
 
The assertion that IBDP was perhaps the first attempt at a CCS project communications plan might seem 
unusual, given that the IEAGHG Weyburn-Midale CO2 Monitoring and Storage Project had been in 
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operation, in Canada, since 2000.  But with Weyburn-Midale primarily a CO2-EOR operation, upon 
which a research component had been added, public outreach in the two rural communities had been 
handled by the two partner oil companies, which had been dealing directly with landowners for years
about injection and enhanced oil recovery technologies before CO2 injection began.  Little outreach was 
conducted by the “project” per se [4].  In 2009 the Petroleum Technology Research Centre (PTRC), as 
managers of the Weyburn-Midale Project, did develop a communications strategy which looked at 
increasing CCS awareness in the province of Saskatchewan and Canada, on a wider scale, but prior to 
2009 no specific communications plan relating to the research side of the project existed.
In 2010 the PTRC, recognizing the important communications work done by the MGSC at IBDP, and
acknowledging the rising concern in some jurisdictions about the safety of CCS, made the decision to
contact the creators of the IBDP Communications Plan (Sallie Greenberg at the Illinois State Geological
Survey and Lori Gauvreau at Schlumberger Carbon Services) to have them present their communications
plan to the newly developed communications steering committee of the Aquistore Project – an industrial-
scale integrated carbon capture, transportation and storage project in Saskatchewan, Canada looking at 
injecting up to one million tonnes per year into a deep saline formation.
The collaboration between MGSC and the PTRC – which had in part been fostered by the PTRC’s
membership in another of the US DOE’s RCSPs, Plains CO2 Reduction (PCOR) – created a collaborative
and knowledge-sharing framework from which information was disseminated across projects, levels of 
government, companies, geographies and international borders.  This would prove crucial not just in the
development of outreach and consultation in the Aquistore Project and for the potential development of 
communications plans in North America, but would prove to be critical when claims were made in 2011
that CO2 was leaking from the Weyburn oilfield.  Figure 1 illustrates the path of international cooperation 
that emerged between 2009 and 2012, including the Weyburn-Midale leak allegations, which ultimately 
led to the collaborative development of a crisis communications plan for the IBDP in 2012.
Figure 1. Collaboration and communications planning critical path
The claims in January, 2011 by residents of a farm to the southwest of the Weyburn oilfield that CO2 was
leaking onto their property from the reservoir led to many firsts in CCS communications (first ever claim 
by local residents of CO2 leakage; first employment of an emergency communications process in a CCS
project), and contributed to the refining of a support network for CCS proponents in North America.  The
claims, which have since been disproved in several studies that will not be discussed here [5,6,7], led to 
the expansion of what had already been a formal communications advisory panel internal to the
Weyburn-Midale project, into a broad network of communicators within government, industry and
academe, all sharing perspectives on communicating the risks, science and technologies of CCS projects
to the general public.
These various components – the US DOE RCSPs and the sharing of information between US and
Canadian partners; the implementation of a response to the Weyburn leak allegations that included a wide
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distribution list; the sharing of communications planning between the IBDP and Aquistore Project – 
provided valuable information in the development of an emergency response plan ahead of the actual 
injection of CO2 at the IBDP in November 2011.  It is to the development of this emergency response 
plan, and a description of its components, that we now turn. 
3. The IBDP Emergency Response Plan: A process for crisis communications planning 
In October of 2011, communicators and community outreach facilitators from Schlumberger Carbon 
Services, the PTRC and the Illinois State Geological Survey convened in Chicago to begin the process of 
building an emergency communications and response plan for the IBDP, which had recently begun 
injection of CO2 into the Mt. Simon Sandstone.  Refining what components to include in such a plan 
involved specific preparations before the meeting, including reviews of external CCS best practices 
documents [1, 2] pertaining to public outreach, and consulting with the wider and expanding CCS 
communications community involved with projects in the US DOE RCSPs, and in the newly approved 
major projects in Alberta (Shell’s Quest Project, Enhance Energy, etc.). 
 
Armed with the already well established strategies for transparent public outreach and consultation on 
CCS, project planners were also able to draw upon the risks and lessons learned from the Weyburn 
allegations, as well as the knowledge brought from three different communications experiences 
(Weyburn, Aquistore and IDBP) and the documented Project Risk Assessments to identify potential 
internal and external risks to the IBDP project, examine remedies for crisis situations, and develop 
methods for enacting and disseminating those remedies. 
 
Figure 2 provides a basic project communications flow chart that was developed at the spring 2012 
meeting, based in part on experiences during the creation of the initial communications plans for both 
IBDP and Aquistore.  Imperative to any crisis communications plan is the identification of potential risks 
(in the case of CCS projects, often these are identified in the risk assessment process as the project is 
implemented) and a good internal communication between the individuals involved in public outreach 
and the project leaders/researchers conducting the scientific and measurement/monitoring work. 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Project communications flow 
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Of particular importance for CCS communicators is to understand that not all potential crises in a project 
are external (leak allegations) or related to field operations and science.  Some crises may arise simply 
over the loss of key personnel at times of importance, or labour shortages, or funding losses.  In fact, as 
recent cancellations of projects in Europe and North America can confirm, these latter scenarios are more 
likely to occur than those related to structural failure or CO2 release. 
 
The development of an emergency response communications plan for the IBDP needed to recognize this 
reality, and Figure 3 was developed after extensive discussion to help identify where potential risks could 
emerge, and what possible communications might be required arising from the example scenarios shown 
and other identified risk scenarios from the project risk assessment. 
 
 
 
Figure 3.  Example scenarios considered in the risk and crisis communications process 
 
The development of an emergency communications plan for the IBDP, then, drew upon and employed the 
following: 
A precedence of collaboration, and proactive communications sharing with other projects 
through the US DOE’s RCSPs, and connections with other projects and networks (the IEAGHG 
programme’s Social Research Network, Canada’s CCS Network, Shell’s Quest Project, etc.) 
Best practice guidelines in CCS communications as outlined in US DOE and World Resources 
Institute studies [1,2] 
Potential crises as identified through risk assessment and project management work conducted 
within the IBDP and Aquistore projects 
Crisis communications experience as revealed through the Weyburn leak allegations 
International communication best practices 
4. Conclusions and Recommendations 
The development of the IBDP emergency communications and response plan was built upon, and 
enhanced by, the interactive and knowledge-sharing culture that had been supported and nurtured through 
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the US DOE RCSPs and the sharing of best practices between key existing North American projects.  The 
IBDP crisis plan identified and employed a number of key strategies in its creation, including: 
Identification of key personnel, scientific and management, within a project to be spokespeople  
to stakeholders and/or media. 
Provision of media training to key spokespeople well in advance of potential situations 
Identification of potential risks and threats to the project, beyond those of a public nature, 
including loss of key personnel or loss of funding. 
Making sure internal communications (between project participants and partners) as well as 
external communications (public, media) remains strong and transparent. 
Bringing forward the one-on-one experiences of CO2-EOR communications to CCS projects, to 
encourage consultations with stakeholders who are directly affected by the project, rather than 
rely solely on public forums or open houses to get information out. 
 
Any crisis communications plan for a CCS project should recognize the value of removing barriers to 
providing information to other projects ahead of a crisis, and especially should a crisis arise. 
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